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< 

PITM AttKS/ ARGUMENTS 

Inttodttctioa 

1. The Examiner rejected claims 88, 95, 104 and 105 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Bromley et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,487,956). Claims 88-90. 99-100, 104, and 
105 were rejected under 35 U.S.C- § 103(a) as being uiq)atentable over OJson (U.S. Patent No. 
6,727,602). Claims 91, 92, and 94-97 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bromley et al. (hereinafter "Bromley") in view of Novalcowski (U.S. Patent 
No. 4,516,066). Claim 93 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bromley and Novakowski in view of Geibl et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,143.438). Claims 98 and 
103 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Olson in view of Krieger 
et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,377,029). Claims 101 and 102 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable ovar Olson in view of Cook et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,734,651). Claims 
106-108 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dierker (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,229,279) in view of McDennott et al. (U S. Patent No. 6,545,445). Claims 88-108 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly 
point out and distinctly claim the subject matta which applicant regards as ttie invention. The 
specification was objected to for describing element 750 in the specification, but felling to show 
it in tiie drawings, and for failing to provide antecedent basis for the terms "expiration of a period 
of time" and "operating position sensor." The drawings were objected to for failing to show "the 
switch position sensor, the operating position sensor, the second operating condition sensor," and 
''die motorized vehicle." Reconsideration of Ais application is respectfully requested in view of 
the amendments and remarks provided herein. 



Objections to the Drawings 

2. The drawings were objected to for failing to show **1he switch position sensor, the 
operating position sensor, the second operating condition sensor," and "die motorized vehicle." 
In particular, the Examiner asserts that the aforementioned items are not shown in the drawings 
and, therefore, must be shown or cancelled from the claims. Applicants respectfully disagree 
with the Examiner's drawing correction requirements. 
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With respect to the "switch position sensor" and the "operating condition sensors" as 
recited in claims 106 and 107, such claim elements are shoiwn in exemplary form in FIG. 8 (as 
amended by amendment dated July 21, 2005) as reference numerals 750 (switch position sensor). 
710-720 (main battery operating condition sensors) and 730-740 (standby battery operating 
condition sensors). With respect to the term "operating position sensor," Applicants do not use 
such tenn in any of the claims. As a result, such element need not be shown in the drawings. 
Therefore, AppUcants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the requirement that the 
diawinp be amended to show the switch position sensor, the operating condition sensors, and 

the operating position sensor. 

With respect to the term "motorized vehicle," such term is only ever used in the 
pi«ambles of claims 106 and 108. Moreover, AppUcants' specification clearly supports the use 
of the battery system recited in claim 106 and the method recited in claim 108 in a motor vehicle 
(see. e.g., m [0019], [0076] of Applicants' published application). A drawing is only required 
where necessary for an understanding of the subject matter sought to be patented. See 37 CFJ^ 
§ 1.81(a). Applicants have not sought to patent a motorized vehicle or any method or apparatus 
that includes a motorized vehicle. Rather, the motorized vehicle as used in Applicants* claims 
simply defines the environment for the claimed battery system (daim 106) and method (claim 
108). One of ordinary skill in the relevant ait would clearly understand how Applicants' claimed 
battery system and method would be used or incorporated into a motorized vehicle given the 
content of the drawings and specification of the present appUcation, without Applicants having to 
specifically show a vehicle in tiie drawings. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the 
Examiner withdraw the requirement that tiie drawings be amended to show a motorized vehicle. 

Objections to the Specification 

3. The specification was objected to for describing element 750 in the specification, 
but feiUng to show it in the drawings, and for failing to provide antecedent basis for the terms 
"expiration of a period of time" and "operating position sensor." Applicants respectfully 
disagree. 

Regarding element or reference numeral 750, such element is described as the switch 
position sensor in paragraph [0098] of Applicants* published application and is shown in FIG. 8 
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of Applicants' drawings as amended by amendment dated July 21, 2005. Regarding the term 
"operating position sensor." such term is not used in AppUcants' claims as discussed above. 
Instead, AppUcants' claims 106 and 108 use the tenn "operating condition sensor," which term 
finds ample support in AppUcants' specification (sec. eg., 1 [0098] of Applicants' published 
application) and drawings (see elements 710-740 of Applicants' FIG. 8, as amended by 

amendment dated July 21, 2005). 

Regarding the term "expiration of a period of time," AppUcants submit that such term is 
inherently disclosed in at least paragt^h [0101] of Applicants' pubUshed application. In 
paragraph [0101] of the published appUcation, Applicants describe an optional discharge cycle 
for the standby battery and state that, in such a case, the battery system may include "a timer 820 
coupled to a switching device 300, the timer 820 periodically activating the switching device 300 
^ch in turn switches the system to the auxiUary operational mode 360 for a short period of 
time (Emphasis added.) In other words, the timer causes the switching device to switch to 
the standby battery from the start of the period of time until the expiration of the period of time. 
Such is the naftire of a period of time. That is. a period of time must have a beginning and an 
end or expiration. One of ordinary skill in the art would clearly understand that the short period 
of time referenced in paragraph [0101] exjures at some point in time without AppUcants having 
to expressly state it As a result, AppUcants submit that at least paragraph [0101] of Applicants' 
published appUcation provides inherent antecedent support for the teiro "expiration of a period of 
time" as recited in Applicants' claims 106 and 108. 

In view of the foregoing. AppUcants lespectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the 

objections to Applicants' specification. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. S 112. Sec ond Paraetaoh 

4. Claims 88-108 were rejected under 35 U-S.C. § 11 2, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. In particular, the Examiner asserts that the term "never 
cotinected in paraUel" as used m Applicants' independent claims 88. 104-106, and 108 is an 
improper negative Umitation and contradicts the description in paragraph [0034] of AppUcants' 
puWished appUcation. Further, the Examiner asserts that the Umitation "even though the m»n 
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battery is operating normally" in claim 101 contradicts the recitation in claim 88 that the 
batteries never supply electrical energy to lie electrical system simultaneously. Lastly, the 
Examiner asserts that the limitation «a second operating condition sensor" in claim 107 lacks 
antecedence and inquires as to v^here is the first operating condition sensor. Applicants 
lespectfiilly disagree with the Examiner' s characterization of Applicants' claims. 

Regaiding the claim term "never connected in parallel." such term is not a negative 
limitation. Rather, the non-parallel connection of the two batteries is simply a by-product of the 
positively recited arrangement of the claimed battery systems and steps of the claimed methods 
recited in AppUcants' independent claims. Additionally, the "never connected in parallel" 
limitation does not contradict the recitations of paragraph (0034] of AppUcants' published 
application. Paragraph [0034] of the pubUshed appUcation corresponds to paragraph [0032] of 
the original specification. Paragraph [0032] of thb original specification was amended by 
Preliminary Amendment dated June 28, 2004 to delete the text "putting the batteries m parallel 
with each other", which text the Examiner relics upon to support the contradiction argument. 
Thus, AppHcants' "never connected in paraUel" claim Umitation is consistent with Applicants- 
amended specification, m an interview between the Examiner and AppUcants' undersigned 
representative on July 3, 2007 (a summary of which is provided below), the Examiner noted that, 
as shown in FIG. 3B, the main battery and the standby battery may be effectively comieoted in 
parallel through diode 400 in the hypothetical situation where the voltage of the main battery 
exceeds tlie voltage of the standby battery by more than the forward bias voltage of the battery. 
Applicants concede that such a paiaUel connection would result under the Examiner's 
hypothetical fects; however, AppUcants submit that such a hypothetical set of facts is highly 
unlikely in practice because the charge of the standby battery is maintained by the charging 
current that charges the main battery when the switching device is in position SI (as shown in 
FIG. 3B). AdditionaUy. the standby battery receives charging cuirent during idle periods when 
the switching device is in position S2 (as shown in HG. 4B). Thus, the Ukelihood that the 
standby battery would ever be at a potential that is less than the potential of the main battery by 
at least the forward bias voltage of diode 400 is exUemely small. Notwithstanding the foregoing, 
but not for any purpose related to patentabUity, Applicants have deleted the temi "never 
connected in paraUel" firom all of AppUcants' claims. 
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Regarding the limitation "even though the main battery is operating Bonoally" in claim 
101. AppUcants submit that such limitation does not contradict Hie redtation in claim 88 that Ihe 
batteries never supply electrical energy to the electrical system simnltaneoosly. Pursuant to the 
recitations of claim 88. the svrttching device can switch bet>veen at least a first position and a 
second position. In either position, the two batteries never supply electrical energy to the 
electrical system simultaneously. When the switching device is in the first position, only the 
main battery is supplying electrical energy on an as-needed basis to the electrical system 
regardless of whether the standby battery is operating normally (e.g., charged) or not (e-g., 
discharged). Similarly, when the switching device is in the second position, only the standby 
battery is supplying electrical cn^y on an as-needed basis to the electrical system regardless of 
whether the main battery b operating normally (e.g., charged) or not (e.g., discharged). Thus, 
the position of the switching device determines which battery suppUes electrical energy to the 
electrical system. ITiat said, if either battery is not operating normally, there would be no reason 
to switch to the abnormally operating battery, but both batteries may be operating normally even 
though only one of them is supplying electrical energy to the electrical system. 

Claim 101 ftirthcr limits claim 88 by adding a discharge cycling system to the battery 
system, wherein the discharge cyclhig system periodically discbarges the standby battery even 
though the main battery is fine G-e., operating nonnally). Such a discharge cycling feature is 
disclosed at least in paragraph [Old] of Applicants' published application. The notion of 
"operating normally" as used in claim 101 has absolutely nothing to do with whether or not the 
main and standby batteries never supply electri(?al energy to the electrical system simultaneously. 
Rather, such terminology is intended to reflect the operational state (i.e., charged vs. discharged) 
of the main battery. Notwithstanding the foregoing, but not for any purpose related to 
patentabihty. AppUcants have berem amended claim 101 to clarify the subject matter thereof by 
replacing the term "operating nonnally" with the term "in a charged condition" to more clearly 
reflect the operating condition of the main battery in the claim. Additionally, AppUcants have 
voluntarily amended claim 101 to clari^ the function of the discharge cycling sys1»m to 
periodically discharge the standby battery. 

Regardmg claim 107. the element "second operating condition sensor^ is properly used in 
the claim. In claim 107, AppUcants properly introduce the "second operating condition sensor" 
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with the article "a" in the second line of Ihe d^. Since the term "second operating condition 
seusof' is first used in claim 107, use of the article "a" to introduce it is proper. The Exammer 
suggests that the term lacks antecedence and is unclear because the Examiner does not know 
where there has been introduced a 'W' operating condition sensor. AppUcants clearly 
introduce a first "operating condition sensor" in claim 106. except thatin claim 106 the 
"operating condition sensor" is introduced with the ^cie "a" as opposed to the term "first." 
Since there is only one operating condition sensor recited in claim 106. there is no need to use 
the identifier "first" to differentiate it from some other operating condition sensor. 

The need for differentiation arises in claim 107 only. As a result, Applicants have used 
the term "second operating condition sensor" in claim 107 simply to differentiate the "second 
operating condition sensor" form the "operating condition sensor" recited in claim 106. The 
term "second." therefore, is merely a differentiator, just like the term "another." except that the 
term "second" pennits clarity when subsequently referring to the "second operating condition 
sensor" throughout claim 107. If AppUcants had used the term "another operating con^on 
sensor- instead of the term "second operating condition sensor," subsequent referral to the 
"another operating condition sensor" would result in a claim that is, in AppUcants' opinion, 
substantially more cumbersome to read and understand. As a- result. Applicants selected use of 
the term "second operating condition sensor" instead of ti,e term "another operating condition 
sensor." Applicants submit that those construing claim 107 in light of the recitations of claim 
106 wiU clearly understand the scope and content of claim 107 without requiring use of the term 
"first operating condition sensor" m claun 106 or use of the term "another operating condition 
sensor" in claim 107. 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants lespectfiilly request that the Examiner withdraw the 

I 

rejections of claims 88-108 under 35 U.S.C. §. 1 12. second paragraph. 

Legal Standard for Anticipaticm 

5. Id order to establish that a single prior art reference anticipates a pending claim, 
the Examiner must show that the reference discloses each and every dement as set forth in the 
claim. Sec M.P.E.P. § 2131 (dting Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of Califorma, 814 F.2d 
628, 631, 2 U.S.P.Q.2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987)) (emphasis added). Moreover, the identical 

16 



PAGE 23f30 ' RCVD AT 7/912007 S:14:00 PM [Eastem DayRght Time] ' SVR:USPT0«XRF-1I5 ' DNIS:2738300 ' CSID: ' DURATION |inin'SS):1044 



I 



07/09/2007 17; Id FAl BRINKLEY,MORGAN,ET. AL, ©024 



Appl.No- 10/604,703 
Amend, dated JuL 9, 2007 
Reply to Off. Act gf Feb- 8» 2007 

invention must be shown in the reference in as complete detail as is contained in the claim. See 
a (citing Richar^on v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236. 9 U.S.P.Q.2d 1913. 1920 (Fed, 
Ck 1989)). Further, the okim elements must be arranged in the reference as required by the 
claim, although identity of terminology is not required. See id (citing In re Bond. 910 F.2d 831, 
15 U S.P.Q.2d 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1990)) (emphasis added). In oiher xvotds, to make a proper 
anticipation lejectiom the Examiner must show that the reference inherently or expressly 
discloses all the elements of AppUcants' claim and that the elements disclosed in the leference 
are airangedinthe same maimer as are the elements lecitedinApplicants' claim. See id 

^elections nnder 35 US C 8 102fb^ 

6. Claims 88, 95. 104. and 105 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by liie Bromley. Applicants respectfully disagree. In particular, AppUcantS submit 
that, among other things, Bromley fails to disclose or suggest a multi-battery system in which the 
main battery and the standby battery receive charging current v4ien the switching device is in a 
first position, but that only the standby battery receives charging current when the switching 
device is in a second position, as now recited in Applicants' claims. In Bromley, the charging 
system (107) suppUes charging current to both the vehicle battery (103) and the backup battery 
(105) at all times, regardless of the position of the device (125) that switches the backup battery 
105 in and out of die circuit Bromley's circuit arrangement does not provide for sole charging 
of the standby battery (105) when the switch (125) is positioned to allow the backup battery 
(105) to si^ly electrical energy to the security module's output port (115). Instead, Bromley's 
positioning of liie switch (125) relative to the charguig system (107) and the batteries (103, 105) 
wjsults in charging current being supplied to both batteries (103. 105) regardless of the position 
of the switch (125). By contrast. Applicants' claimed circuit arrangement and operation, as 
recited in Applicants' amended independent claims and depicted in exemplary form in Figs. 3B 
and 4B of AppUoants' originally filed drawings, provides that the charging current originating 
from the electrical system (point C in Figs. 3B & 4B) charges the main and standby batteries 
(100, 200) when the switchmg device (300) is in a first position (e.g., SI as depicted in Fig. 3B), 
but only charges the standby battery (200) when the switching device (300) is in a second 
position (e.g.. S2 as depicted in Fig. 4B). Hius, the circuit topology and operation claimed in ti» 
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present appUcation is substantially different than the circuit topology and operation disclosed in 
Bromley. 

Additionally, as noted by the Exaxniner during Hie telephonic interview on July 3, 2007, 
Bromley's circuit topology permits the vehicle battery (103) and the backap battery (105), 
under certain circumstances, to simultaneously supply electrical energy to an electrical load, 
comiected at the security module's output port (1 15). By contrast, aU of Applicants' independent 
claims require that the main and standby batteries never supply electrical energy to an electrical 

load system simultaneously. 

In view of the foregoing. Applicants submit that Bromley fails to disclose, expressly or 
inherently, each and every limitation of AppUcants' claims 88, 95, 104, and 105 and further fails 
to disclose an arrangement of Applicants' claim elements in the manner required by Applicants' 
claims 88, 95, 104, and 105. As a result, AppUcants submit that Bromley does not anticipate 
AppUcants- claims 88, 95, 104. and 105, and respectfully request that claims 88, 95, 104. and 
1 OS be passed to allowance. 

Legal Staritlard for Obviousness 

7. To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. 

M.P.E.P. § 2143. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skUl in the art, to modify 
the reference or to combine reference teachings. Id. Second, there must be a reasonable 
expectation of success. Id. Finally, ihc prior art reference (or references when combmed) must 
teach or suggest aU the claim UmUatians, Id (emphasis added). The teaching or suggestion to 
make the clahned combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be found in 
the prior art. not in applicant's disclosure. Id. (citing In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 
1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991)). 



Bf ^iections under 35 U.S C.. § tQ3fa^ 

8. Claims 88-90, 99-100, 104, and 105 were rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as 
bring unpatentable over Olson. In particular, the Examiner asserts that Obon discloses, inter 
alia, a svritching device witii two or more positions and having functionality equivdent to 
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AppUcants' claimed s^vitchmg device. TTie Examiner also asserts that Olson discloses a one-way 
charging circmt. comiected between Ihe positive output of the main battery and the posiUve 
output of the standby battery, having functionality equivalent to Applicants' claimed one-way 
charging circuit. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Olson discloses a dual battery system that includes two controlled power switches (103, 
106)-one for each battery (101. 104)~and a power controUer (108). THe power controUer (108) 
controls the conlioUed power switches (103, 106) to selectively engage one or both of the 
batteries (101, 104) to s^ly power to the load (107). The open or closed position of each 
controlled power switch detemiines whether the associated battery is connected to the load (107), 
but has no effect on the other battery. In other words, changing the position of controUed power 
switch 103 e^ whether battery 101 supplies electrical energy to the load, but has no effect on 
whether battery 104 supplies electrical energy to the load. Similarly, changing the position of 
controlled power switch 106 efffects whether battery 104 suppUes electrical energy to the load, 
but has no effect on M*ether battery 101 sm^es elecliical energy to the load. Therefore. Olson 
faUs to disclose any coxaponent or components that provide a function equivalent to Applicants' 
claimed switching device, which in a first position electrically comiects the main battery to the 
load and electrically disconnects the load from the standby battery, and in a second position 
eleclricaUy comxects tbe standby battery to the load and electrically discomiects the load ftom the 
main battery. 

Further, Olson fails to disclose any component or components that provide an equivalent 
function to AppUcants' one-way charging circuit. For example, as recited in AppUcants' claim 
88, the one-way charging circuit is configured to facilitate charging of and prevent current flow 
fcom the standby battery at all times during which the main battery is supplying electrical energy 
to the electrical system. The Examiner asserts that Olson's controlled power switch 103 
performs an equivalent function. {See Off. Act, p. 8.). Applicants disagree. 

Olson's power controUer 108 and controUed power switch 103 selectively prevent cunent 
flow fiom battery 101 during times when battery 104 is supplying electrical energy to the load 
(107). However. controUed power switch 103 does not simultaneously facUitate charging of 
battery 101 whUc preventing current flow from it. As detailed in Olson, battery 101 is recharged 
by external power supply 109 when controlled power switch 103 is closed. {See col. 5. line 56 

19 

« 

PAGE 26/30 ' RCVD AT 7/912007 5:14:00 PM [Eastern Daylight Time]* SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-1/5 ' DNiS:273S300 ' CSID: ' DUiUTION M:10-04 



07/09/2007 17:19 FAX " BRINKLEY,MORGAN,ET,AL, 121027 



Appl-No, 10/604,703 
Amend- dated Jul. 9, 2007 
Reply to Off. Act. of Feb- 8, 2007 

through col. 6. Une 26.) However, closing controUed power switch 103 also ic^ts ir. battery 
101 supplying electrical energy to the load (107). iSee col. 4. li^ 60-64.) Thus, controlled 
power switch 103 serves to facUttate charging of battery 101 whUe aUa^mg battery 101 to 
supply electrical energy to ihe load (107). On the other hand, AppUcants' one-way chargu^g 
circuit serves to facilit^e charging of the standby battery while prevenHng the standby battery 
from supplying electrical energy to the load. Thei^fore. Olson fails to disclose or suggest 

Applicants' one-way diar^g circuit. 

In view of the foregoing, Olson foils to disclose or suggest aU the claim limitations of 
Applicants' independent clahns 88. 104. and 105. As a result, the Examiner has failed to 
establish ^ prima facie case of obviousness with respect to such claims. Sec M.P.EJP. § 2143. 
Accordingly. AppUcants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw &e rejection of dam^ 
88 104, and 105 in view of Olson and pass claims 88, 104. and 105 to allowance. 

Claims 89-90 and 99-100 are dependent upon daim 88. which claim has been shown 
allowable above. Iherefore, at least because claims 89-90 and 99-100 each introduce additional 
subject matter that, when considered in the context of the recitations of claim 88. constitutes 
patentable subject matter. AppUcants respectfully submit that the redtetions of claims 89-90 and 
99-100 are not disclosed or suggested by Olson. Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that 
claims 89-90 and 99-100 are in proper condition for aUowance. 

■ 

9 Claims 91, 92. and 94-97 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as bdng 
unpatentable over Bromley in view of Novakowski. Claims 91, 92. and 94-97 are dependent 
upon claim 88. which claim has been shown allowable above. Therefore, at least because clauns 
91 92 and 94-97 each introduce additional subject matter that, when considered in the context 
of 'the recitations of claim 88, constitutes patentable subject matter, AppUcants respectfiilly 
submit that the recitations of claims 91. 92, and 94-97 are not disclosed or suggested by Bromley 
and/or Novakowski. whether takm alone or in combination. Therefore, AppUcants respectfully 
submit that claims 91 . 92, and 94-97 are m proper condition for allowance. 

10 Claim 93 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bxomley and Novakowski m vic^ of Geibl et al. (hereinafter "GeibV'). Claim 93 is dependent 
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upon claim 88 (throagh mtervening claim 91). which claim has been shown ^owable above. 
Hierefoie at least because claim 93 introduces additional subject matter that, when considered in 
the context of the recitations of base and intervening claims 88 and 91, constitutes patentable 
subject matter. Applicants respectfuUy submit that the recitations of claim 93 are not disclosed or 
suggested by Bromley, Novakowski, and/or Geibl. whether taken alone or in combination. 
Therefore, AppUcants respectfully submit that claim 93 is in proper condition for allowance. 

11. Claims 98 and 103 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being ui^atentable 
over Olson in view of Krieger et al. (hereinafter "Krieger"). Claims 98 and 103 are dependent 
upon claim 88. which claim has been shown allowable above, nierefore. at least because claims 
98 and 103 each introduce additional suigect matter that, when considered in the context of the 
recitatioDS of claim 88. constitutes patentable subject matter. Applicants respectfiilly submit thait 
the recitations of claims 98 and 103 are not disclosed or suggested by Olson and/or Krieger, 
whether taken alone or in combination, Tlierefore, AppUcants respectfully submit thai claims 98 
and 103 are in proper condition for allowance. 

12. Claims 1 01 and 102 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Olson in view of Cook et al. (hereinafter "Cook"). Claims 99-102 are dependent upon 
claim 88, which claim has been shown aUowable above. Tberefore, at least because claims 99- 
102 each introduce additional subject matter that, when considered in the context of the 
recitations of claim 88, constitutes patentable subject matter. AppUcants respectfidly submit that 
the recitations of claims 99-102 are not disclosed or suggested by Olson and/or Cook, whetb- 

taken alone or in combination. 

In addition, Cook does not overcome the deficiencies in the prior art identified by 
AppUcants. Rather. Cook discloses intentionally limiting the time that the reserve battery is in 
use after the reserve battery has been placed in parallel wilJi the main battery in order to reduce 
the amount of discharge of the reserve battery. (5ee col. 6, lines 18-35 and 55-57; col. 7. lines 1- 
12; Tbiid Weiss Decl. \ 27.) In other words. Cook discloses a timer arrangement tiiat insures 
that the reserve battery is only used for the time necessary to jump start the main battery by 
limiting the amount of time that the reserve battery remains connected in parallel with the mam 
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btwery rfter berng e.^ by Ihe «i«less remote «»troL (&e «.L 2, lines $-12. 21-26, aod 
33-39- col. eoL 6, lines 18-35 3nd 55-57; col. 7, Un« 1-.2, Tl-i-d Weis. D»>1. K 27.) Cook d«. 

disdos. or suggest automated discherge cycle fcr the r«»ve batter, even though d.e 
main battery is operating normally (i... is to a charged cotrttion). (See Hurd Weiss Decl. 1 27.) 

Therefbre, Applicants respectMly submit that clainis 99-102 are not disclosed or 
suggested by the cited references and respect&lly re<,nest tat clain« 99-102 be passed to 
allowance. 

« 

13 Claims 106-108 vvere rejected mder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as bcmg wipatentable 
over Dicrker in view of McDemott et aJ. (hereinafter '^McDennott"). Applicants respectfoUy 
disagree. As detailed in AppUcants' prior responses dat«l My 21, 2005 and November 23. 
2005 Dierker and McDennott both disclose multi-battery systems in which the mam and 
standby batteries are placed in parallel at least temporarily to supply electrical energy to a load 
circuit AS a result, Dierker and McDeimott. whether taken alone or in combination, fiul to 
disclose or suggest an apparatus, system or method in which the main and standby batteries 
never supply electrical energy simultaneously to an electrical system, as ^pressly recited m 
AppUcants' claims 106-108. iTicrcfore. AppUcants respectfaUy submit that claims 106-108 are 
not disclosed or suggested by the cited references and respectfully request that claims 106-108 be 
passed to allowance. 

<I.inr>inar Y nf Tdephp nif- Tntervie'" Tnly 2007 

14 Applicants would like to thank the Examiner for participatiDg in a telephonic 
interview on July 3, 2007. During the interview, AppUcants' undersigned representative and the 
Examiner discussed proposed claim amendments, which amendments are incorporated mto the 
claims submitted herein, with respect to Bromley. The Examiner concurred that Bromley failed 
to disclose a system in which the main and standby batteries never supply electrical energy to the 
electrical system simultaneously, as expressly recited in AppUcants' claims. AppUcants' 
lepiesentarive also noted that Bromley was directed to a low power security system and not to 
any heavier vehicular loads, although most of AppUcants' claims are not restricted to operation 
of such heavier loads. The Examiner noted that, contrary to the recitations of Applicants' clamis, 
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^ »d standby b.«»ies may b= to P=^^ if a.- 4e vo«age of ^ ^ ^ 
^ ^ vol««= of .he ..andby b«.=r, by moxe fl^ *. forwart bias v«.«*= of ^ o^-y 
^ging diode, m response «> 4e EKaminer's co« AppUoanB' have s«cken fl» 
limitotton that Ihe batteries never be in psraUel. 

15 -nte Examiner is invited to eontact the undersigned by telephone, fecsimile or 
.n^l i, fte B^miner beUeves that sueh a conunnmcation wo»ld advance the p«,secudon of the 
in^^sppUcatioa Please d«rge »>y necessary fees assooia.«i herevdth, inehKUng emmon ^ 
time fees (if appBe*.. «k. not p»d by sepsr-e check), to the undersigned's Depostt Account 
No. 50-1111. 

Respectfully sabmitted. 



Daniel C. CriUy/Res|. No. 38,417 
Kevin P. Crosby/R^. No. 32,123 
Attorneys for Applicants 
BRE^KLEY, MORGAN, SOLOMON, 
TATUM, STANLEY. LUNNY & 
CROSBY, LLP 

200 East Las Olas Blvd., Suite 1900 

Ft Lauderdale, FL 33301 

Phone: (954) 522-2200/Fax: (954) 522^9123 

Email: daniel.crilly@briokleymoi8aii.cora 



^ ,nft« 1 .7 PAT MULT nATIERy SYSTEM (fJO. 737)NOA. Response 07.09.07.doc 
G:VWFFIl£S\dieiltsV»«eive Power CcH\05187-PAT-MUL.T BAf l»t« o 



23 



PAGE 30/30 ' RCVD AT 7/912007 5:14:00 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] ' SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-1/5 * DMS:2738300 « CSID: ' DUIUTION (mm-ss):10-04 



